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ABSTRACT 



This thesis examines the change in maintenance strategy of 
the LPH 2 class from the Regular Overhaul strategy to the 
Phased Maintenance strategy to determine if a cost savings has 
been achieved. Additionally, readiness was examined through 
the use of operational availability data and C3/C4 casualty 
report data to determine the impact of the change in 
maintenance strategy on readiness. The results of the 
analysis indicate that with the change in maintenance 
strategy, a significant cost savings was realized by the Navy. 
In addition, the research indicated that by both readiness 
measurements chosen, an improvement in readiness had occurred. 
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I . INTRODUCTION 



A . BACKGROUND 

1 . Navy Maintenance 

United States Navy ships are among the most 
sophisticated integrations of complex systems ever assembled 
on earth. In addition to their complexity, these ships are 
subjected to the most arduous environmental conditions and the 
harshest of operational requirements throughout their service 
life. For these reasons and others, Navy ships require 
extensive maintenance on a regular basis to sustain battle 
readiness. Much of the required maintenance is accomplished 
at the depot level (i.e., in shipyards). Prior to the 1960’s, 
the only Navy depot level maintenance strategy was the 
Overhaul. Under this plan, a ship entered a public or private 
shipyard every three to five years, depending on class, and 
all depot level repairs and preventive maintenance actions 
requiring shipyard facilities were accomplished. Over the 
last several decades, the U. S. Navy has developed five 
principle maintenance strategies for the depot level 
maintenance of its ships [Ref. l:Encl. l:p. 7]. 

Two of the Navy's depot maintenance strategies, the 
Regular Overhaul and Phased Maintenance, are the focus of this 
thesis. As mentioned earlier, the Regular Overhaul was the 
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only depot level maintenance strategy for the Navy until 
recent years. Regular Overhauls encompass time periods 
sometimes in excess of one year. 

Phased Maintenance was developed in the early 1970's, 
partly in response to Congressional inquiry and a General 
Accounting Office (GAO) report concerning the differences in 
commercial shipping maintenance and the maintenance of Navy 
ships of similar configuration. Commercial ships of the time, 
despite spending far more time underway, spent little time in 
shipyards and far less money on maintenance than their Navy 
counterparts [Ref . 2:p. 1-11]. Reasons for the disparity are 
discussed later. The Navy initially adopted the Phased 
Maintenance Program for test purposes on one class of 
auxiliary ships to improve readiness and operational 
availability of the ships [Ref. 3:p. 4-6]. The program has 
since grown to include over 150 ships. The Regular Overhaul 
and Phased Maintenance strategies and other maintenance terms 
are explained in further detail in Chapter II. 

In the early 1980's, the Navy changed the maintenance 
strategy of the LPH 2 IWO JIMA class Amphibious Assault Ships 
from the Regular Overhaul to Phased Maintenance for the 
reasons discussed above. 

2 . Navy Readiness 

Readiness, the ability of a ship to carry out its 
missions, is a difficult condition to evaluate and much more 
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